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Saving the Last Great Places

Winter 1999

Poll Registers Strong Suppdrt for Darby Refuge

A recent public opinion poll conducted by The Tarrance
Group for The Nature Conservancy examined environmental
issues in the state of Ohio, particularly the proposed Little Darby
National Wildlife Refuge. The poll was based on telephone
interviews with 800 registered voters statewide with an
additional oversampie of 300 registered voters taken in six Darby
watershed counties.

Currently, overwhelming support for the Little Darby
Wildlife Refuge proposal exists both statewide and in Central
Ohio. More than 7 in 10 voters across the state support such an
initiative. Support was even higher in the Darby watershed
counties, where 74% support the proposed refuge, including 42%
who are strongly in favor.

Ohioans are even more likely, 83%, to favor the refuge
knowing that it is a once in a lifetime opportunity to save a really

As you rnay be aware, there is a proposal to credte a natlonal wildlife
reluge on the Uttle Darby Creek in the areq west of Columbus.
The plan would create g 20,000 acre wildlife refuge and protect

Based upon this description, would you favor or oppose the
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another 20,000 acres of farmland from development.

Little Darby National Wiidlife refuge?

M Statewide A Cenkral Region -

special place. They care equally that the proposal offers a
natural solution 1o flooding and improved water quality.
Protecting habitat {or rare species, preserving farmland, and
offering a voluntary option to landowners to sell their land for
permanent preservation also attracted the support of over three
fourths of Ohioans.

In addition, voters showed a high level

of concern regarding environmental issues Would knewing the following make you more or less likely to support
in general. Ninety three percent of the the Little Darby Creek National Wildlife Refuge proposal?

respondents said that “Protecting the
quality of Ohio’s streams and rivers” is

important.
Cpportunity to save o special place for &=
Creating more parks and wildlife | future generations _
refuges and protecting openspace for Natural solution for flooding/improve quality ¢

outdoor recreation were important Lo more
than 85%. Central OChioans were
particularly outspoken in their desire for
“more parks, natural areas and recreation
areas”. Less than a quarter of the
population agrees with the statement: “The
state owns too much land.” Ohio currently -
ranks 47th in the number of acres per

Create a habital lor rare species |

of water

Protects 20,000 acres of Ohlo's best
farmiand

Pasticipation is voluntary/purchase only {ESERE
from willing sellers :

Provide family oriented recreation |

0% 10% 20% 30R 40% 50% 40% 70% 80% 0% 100%

person available for public recreation.

BMore llkely OUnsure/ No difference Less likely

Reprinted from Winter 1999 Ohio Landscapes
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: Airports District Office
gfnquhnav Willow Run Airport, East
TGNspONG 8820 Beck Road
Federal Aviation Belleville, MI 48111
Administration

March 2, 20040

Mr. Bill Hegge
United S$tates Department cf the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
‘Becological Services Field Qffice
6950 Americana Parkway, Suite B
" Reynoldsburg, Ohis 43068-4127

‘Deaz Mr. Heyge:
Proposed Little Darby Naticnal Wildlife Refuge

Our office has received youz 3/1/00 fax zegarding the preposed little
Darby National Wildlife Refuge to be located in Madison and Union Counties
in South Central Ohis. Based on the information provided, it appeaxs That
the location of the refuge will have no ilmpact con tThe Madison County
Airport in Londen Chio.

If you have any further questioens regarding this matter, do not hea;tate
to call me at 313-487-7296.

Sincerely,

(.

Mary W. Jagiello
Airport Engineer
Decrolt Airports Distriet Qffice

RECEIVED
MAR - 6 2000

usﬁsh&wwiﬁ&ﬁ

Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Little Darby National Wildlife Refuge

M-4

J



798A

MADISON COUNTY - LONDON CITY HEALTH DISTRICT
13 North Oak Street, London, Ohio 43140
Health Commissioner James E. Hermsan

740-852-3065

January 19, 2000

To Whom it may Concemn:

This Jetter is for your information regarding the Proposed Darby Refuge,

Whm you create wetlands, swamps and wooded prassey areas, the chances of Diereses spread is
increased tenfold. The Wild life population such as deer, raccoon, coyote's, opossum, fox and

skunics, erc. would be greatly increased. The following are a list of diseases that would be a
danger 10 the population surrounding these areas.

1. Brucellosis, from deer could cause a problem in our raminant herd as well as humnan

population.
Lyme disease, would increase and causc problems in our K-9 and human population,
3. Tubereulosis
4. E. Coli ,especially children.
5. Leptospirosis, thorough waer contamination and could be foodborne.
6.  Liseniosis, carried by many bird species and deer.
T Clostridia / blackleg.
8 Chlamydia/ deer.
9. Tularemia, wild animal and insect bites.
10.  Ehrlichiosis, desr and tick bites.
11. Q. fever/ticks.

12.  Rocky Mountain Fever, fom ticks
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13, Qoccidiodosmycosis Wetlands,

14.  Giardiosis / deer and waterborne

15.  Filaniasis/ raccoon, bear, and mosquitoes

16.  Tick paralysis

17.  Encephalitis, mosquitoes

18.  Hanta Virus / Rodent secretions

19.  Rabies, all wild animals especiselly racecons and skunks

’I‘l}is_ list is quite large and poses quite a danger to the popularion areas such as Columl
Hilliard, London and West Jefferson.

Thank yo

/) %Z%LW

James.E. Herman
Health Commissioner

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Little Darby National Wildlife Refuge
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1998 Ohio Animal Rabies

/ R7,B2

R3,B1,Cl

R10,B2,C1,F1, 8

20 - R = Raccoon
2-C=Cat
1 -F=Fox
3.8 = Skunk
33 - B=Bat

e e e Ml e i et A

59 Total

1/4/95
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1997 Ohio Animal Rabies

P

qum <—RS8, B3,
] _ &—R43, C2, 1, B2
T~R8

59 - R -Raccoon
B ‘ 2- C-Cat
B 1- D-Dog
' | 2~ S -« Skunk
52 - B -Bat
116 - Total

Ohio Department of Health,
Rev. Jan 15, 1898
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Ohio Animal Rabies

January 1 - December 31, 1996
Ohio Department of Health

B = Bat
C = Cat

B F = Fox
R = Raccoon
S = Skunk

1996 Rabies Line List

m

1717
2723
5/8
321
7122
8/12
B/16
821
8/28
N7
10/8
10731

11/12

Cat Trumbull
Fox Medina
Bat Franklin
Raccoon Mzhoning
Bat Licking
Bat Pike

Bar Defiance
Bat Carroll
Bat Williarns
Bat Lake
Skwnk Holmes
Bat Butler
Bat Ottawa

Recently moved from Pennsyivania. 4 people treated
Unvaccinated Dog Exposed; Dog quarantined
Volunteer at wildlife rehabilivation clinic bitten
Dog exposed, boostered & quarantined

Dog exposed, boostered & quarantined

No exposures

Lady bitten when grabbing bat under bed

3 unvaccinated farm cats euthanized

1ady bitten while sleeping

Yaccinated dog exposed, boostered & quarantined
No exposures

Vaccinated dog exposed, boostered & quarantined
2 cats found in besement, boostered & quarantined

Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Little Darby National Wildlife Refuge

M-10



708 January 1 - December 31, 1995
Ohio Department of Health

Bl T B

B B=Bat
H=Horse
F=Fox

19986 Rables Line List

 ¥p Horse Holmes 2 poople weated, livestock quarantived

&13 Bat Sumenit No humans or animal exposure

7712 Bt Geauga 13 persons weared

7720 Bat Mahcning 1 person treated

b4 Bar Richland I cat exposed/bitten, No petsons weated

823 Bat Williams Cat exposed and euthanized

824 Bat Athens 1 person weared

;?5 g: ;iohnﬁ Fight wiunvacdnated dog. Dog euthanized

sulding Dog exposed. revaccinared &

%11 Bat Richland Sick bat found at business, N:wmm

112 Bar Preble Bax wken 10 school. 3 people teated. 2 cats euthanized, 1 dog
quaranrined A

118 Bax Preble Dog exposed, revacrinaied & quarantned

e T R R -
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1994 Animal Rabies
Ohio Department of Health

Cat
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1993 ANIMAL RABIES

Ohio Department of Health

Total: 6 Bats
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1992 ANIMAL RABIES

Ohio Department of Health

10 Bats (B)
3 Skunka (S)
1 Raccocn (R)

14 Total




s OHIO RABIES CASES

Ohio Department of Health
January 1 - December 31, 1991 ]

1901]1090 |

¢-COW

S - N w» =
-

| TOYAL 11
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OHIOQ RABIES CASES

Ohio Department of Health
January 1, 1880 - December 31, 1980

Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Little Darby National Wildlife Refuge
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United States Department of the Interior

U.S. Geological Survey
National Wildlife Health Center
6006 Schroeder Road
Madison, W1 53711-6223

March 21, 2600

Tom Larson

Chief of Acquisition Planning

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Bishop Henry Whipple Federal Building
| Federal Drive

Fort Snelling, MN 55111-4056

Dear Mr. Larson:

The USGS Mational Wildlife Health Center has been asked by Bill Hegge to provide comments to you regarding
human disease risks associated with wildlife from the proposed Darby National Wildlife Refuge in Central Ohio.
Specifically, we have been asked to comment on a letter to the Fish and Wildlife Service dated January 19, 2000,
from James E. Herman, Health Commissioner from the London City Health District in Ohio.

I his letter, Mr. Herman makes reference to a 10-fold increase in disease spread “when you create wetlands, swamps
and woody grassey areas.” [ am not aware of any published literature, data, or speculation that would substantiate
this claim.

Mr, Herman lists 19 different diseases occurring in wildlife that he believes would be a danger to the population
surrounding these areas, 1.¢., the natural areas associated with the Darby refuge, 1 will briefly commnent on each of
these diseases below.

Brucellosis in deer: brucellosis is not a disease problem in white-tailed deer in the United States. Wildlife
involvement in brucellosis (Brucelia abortus) is lanited to the West, where bison and elk serve as wildlife reservoirs.
The risk of this disease to hurnans or livestock from free-ranging wildiife in Okic is negligible, and not a serious
consideration.

Lyme disease, Rocky Mountain Spotted Fever, and Ehrlichiosis: These tick-transmitted diseases involve terrestrial
marnmals as reservoirs. The distribution of Lyme Disease and Ehrlichiosis is primarily in the northeastern and
Midwestern states {does not include Ohio), while Rocky Mountain Spotted Fever is primarily in the eastern and gulf
coast states.

Tuberculosis: Tuberculosis in wild bird (Mycobacteria avium) and mammal (primarily M. bovis) pupulations is
found in very low levels (prevalence), and has not been associated with increased risk in human populations in the
United States. A recent outbreak of mberculosis in deer in Michigan occurred in a fenced population of white-tailed
deer at high densities. Spitlover cases of tuberculosis to free-ranging deer and other wildlife species occurred in this
area; however this situation was created by the high density of constrained and artificially fed deer, not free-ranging
wild deer.

E. coli: The pathogenic form of E. coli (E coli 06157:H7) is usually transmitted to humans from contaminated food or
water sources. Cattle are considered the primary host of this organism but E. coli 0157:H7 has been found in deer in
the United States most often where they have been in contact with cattle.

Leptospirosis, listeriosis, and Q fever: While these organisms can be found in free-ranging wildlife, human cases are
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primarily associated with spread from domestic animals or food sources, and represent a negligible risk from
wildlife.

Clostridia/blackleg: black leg is a non-infectious disease of domestic animals and some wildlife species that is not
transmissible to humans.

Chlamydia/deer: Chlamydiosis in deer is not associated with the various forms of chlamydial infections in humans.
Chlamydiosis can also be found in birds, and is also known as ornithosis or psittacosis. Human cases of
chlamydiosis in birds are primarily associated with imported parrots, though a small number of cases have been
associated with wild birds in situations where individuals had close direct contact with wild birds or their excretions.
Chlamydial infections can occur in fow prevalence in some bird populations, but pose a very low risk to humans
through normal recreational activities,

Tularemia: The water-borne form of this bacterial disease (primarily in muskrat and beaver) and terrestrial form (in
rabbits} generally occur when populations have exceeded the carrying capacity of the habitat, resulting in epizootic
mortality reducing populations. Human cases from gxposure to wildlife are generally mild and flu-like in the water-
borne form, and more serious in the terrestrial form. The serious cases are primarily associated with recreational use
such as {rapping and hunting, which results in direct contact between the infected animal and individual.

Coccidiodomycosis: This respiratory disease is caused by the fungus Coccidioides immitis found in seils in semi-arid
areas in the southwestern United States and is not a significant disease risk in Ghio .

Giardiasis: This illness is one of the most common causes of gasiroenteritis in humans caused by the one-celled
parasite Giardia lomlia. This parasite lives in the intestines of humans and animals. Most cutbreaks are attributable
to contamination of water supplies by human sewage but the parasite can also be transmitted by drinking
contaminated water from lakes, ponds, rivers, streams, or springs contaminated with feces from infected animals.

Filariasis: This disease is an infection with a roundworm parasite whose primary host is the raccoon. Only the
raccoon roundworm is known to be transmissible to humans and requires ingesting feces from an infected raccoon.
This parasite cannot be transmitted by mosquitoes. The bear roundworm is not known to be a human pathogen.

Tick paralysis: This paralytic disease is caused by a toxin secreted by many species of ticks. People that frequent
areas with high tick numbers are at the greatest risk for the disease and preventing tick bites is the only sure way to
avoid the disease. The disease is usually reversed with the removal of the tick and if necessary supportive care. It
has occurred in eastern and southern states,

Encephalitis: Arboviral encephalitis is a disease of humans that requires the bite of an infected mosquite to transmit
one of several viruses that circulate in birds. St. Louis encephalitis is considered endemic (always present} in the
state of Ohio and LaCrosse encephalitis occurs sporadically in Ohio (this information from CDC, Arboviral Cases
Reported, by Type, United States <http://www.cde.gov/neidod/dvbid/arbor/arbocase. htm>).

Hantavirus: There are many strains of this virus known to cause human disease. A recently identified hantavirus in
the southwestern US causes a severe pulmonary syndrome. This virus is catried by rodents, primarily the deer
mouse, and is transmitted to humans through contact with rodent urine, feces, or saliva. Reports of this illness in
people have been reported from across the United States although no cases have yet been reported from Ohio. The
greatest risk of contact is associated with occupying abandoned or unused cabins that may contain infected rodents
or sleeping outside near areas frequented by rodents such as rodent burrows, woodpiles, or garbage areas.

Rabies: There are several variants of rabies, each associated with a different wild mammal reservoir.  Raccoon
rabies is of particular concern in Ohio at this time as Ohio is trying to prevent the entry of raccoon rabies from the
east. Skunk rabies is present in Ohio and has been there historically. There have alse been reports of rabies in bats
in Ohio. '

Of the diseases cutlined above that can potentially impact humans, several factors influence the actual risk to people
with the creation of a natural area such as the proposed Darby NWR. These factors include: 1) the disease agents
already present in central Ohio’s wild and domestic animals that may canse human discase, 2) the wildlife
populations (including vectors) that may increase in this area and how the increase will affect the presence of disease
agents or disease occurrence as a result, and 3) the change or increase in human recreational activities associated

Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Little Darby National Wildlife Refuge
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with the sife that will increase human exposure to these discase agents, These factors are difficult to assess but are

part of the equation in assessing human risk of disease. Organisms with the potential to cause human discase are
present in any habitat and the disease occurrence is dependant on a method of transmission of the disease agent in
sufficient quantities to cause disease.

Sincerely,

Powatn: (. ferann

Linda C. Glaser

Wikdlife Disease Specialist

USGS National Wildlife Health Center
Madison, W]
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United States Natural 200 North Righ Street
Department of Resources Room 522
Agriculture Conservation Columbus, Ohio 43215
Service
February 22, 2000
RECEIVED
Mr. William Hegge :
Darby Cresk Watershed Project Manager FEB 2 5 2000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

. Fish & Wilante Service
6950-H Americana Parkway us ag;ynoldsburz. Ohig

Reynoldsburg, Ohio 43068

Dear Mr. Hcggé,

Enclosed is 7 CFR, Part 658, of the Federal Register thar describes the Farmland Protecrion Policy
Act (FPPA) which the Namral Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) administars. This act allows
NRCS to review proposed conversions of farmland 1o nonfarm uses by Federal agencies and
determine the impacts.

You have asked if the proposed Lirtle Darby Narional Wildlife Refuge would fall within the scope of
the FPPA program. Section 658.3(a) discusses the applicabiliry of the program and states “the
purpose of the Act is 10 minimize the extent to which Federal programs contribure to the unnecessary
and irreversible conversion of farmland 10 nonagricultural uses.” Your program proposes 10 convert
farmland to wildlife uses by modification to the existing vegetation or removal of artificial drainage
to develop wetlands on hydric soils. This does not constirute an “irreversible change of farmland.”
Therefore, we do not feel that the FPPA program applies to your project.

You alse expressed interest in the number of FPPA requests thar we receive each year and what
agencies had submired the proposals. During FY-99, our field offices processed 115 requests on
approximately 20,000 acres. Of these acres, approximatsly 3,400 acres of important and unique
farmland were converted w irreversible change. The apencies requesting these evaluations included
NRCS, Federal Aviation Authority, Rural Development, Farm Service.Agency, Environmental
Protection Agency, Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of Transporation, Bureau of Land
Management, and Housing and Urban Development.

I'hope this information answers Some of your questions. If you have further questions, fléase
contact Jon Warner, Assistant State Conservationist for Programs, ar 614-255-2474,

State Consarvatonist
Enclosure

e,

Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Little Darby National Wildlife Refuge
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Fedaral Register / Vol. 48, No. 130 / Thursdey. July 5. 1984 / Rules and Regulations
w

{f) “Site” means the location{s) that
would be converted by Lhe proposed
action(a). )

() "'Unit of local government™ means
the government of a county,
municipality. town. township, village, or
pther unit of general government below
the state level, or 8 combination of units

_of Jocal government acting through en

sreawide agency under g state law aran
agreement for the farmulation of
regional developmen:t policies and
plans. :

§6568.9 Applicabliity snd sxemptions.

(8) Section 1540(b} of the Act, 7 U.S.C,
4201(b). s1ates that the purpose of the
Agt 15 to minimize the extenl to which
fedeys] programs contribute tothe '

unnecessary and irreversible conversion '

of Jarmland 1o oonagHeullural unes.
Conversion of farmland to
nenagreultural uses does not Include
the construction of on-farm structures
necessary for farm operations. Federa)
agencies con obtain assistance from
USDA in determining whethera
proposed location or gite meets the Act's
definition of farmland. The USDA Seil
Conservation Service (SCS] field office
éerving the area will provide the
aseistance. Many &tale or loca]
government planning offices can also
provide this essistance. :

. (b) Aequisitien or use of farmland by
a federal agency for national defense
purposes is exempted by section 1547(b)
of the Act, 7 U.5.C. 4208(h).

ic) The Acl and these regulations do
nol guthorze the Federel Government in
any way fo regulate the uae of private or
nonfederal land. or in any way affect the
propetty tights of ownere of such land
The Act ang these regulations do fint
provide authority for the withholding of
federa) essistance to convert farmland
10 nonagricultural nees. In cases where
either & privale party. or.a nonfederal
unit of government applies lar federal
agsistance to-convert farmiand o g
nonagriculture! use, the federa! agency
should use the criteria get forth in this
pari to identify and take into account
gny adverse effects on farmmland of the
assistance requested and develop
alternative actions that could aveid or
mitigate suzh adverse effects. If, afier
congideration of the adverae ¢ffects and
suggested alternatives, the applicant
wants to proceed with the conversion,
the federal agency may not. on the hasis
of the Acl or these regulations, refuse to
provide the requested assistance,

(d) Seetion 1548, 7 LU1.5.C. 4200, states
that the Act shall not be deemed to
provide a baeis for any action. either
legal or equitable, by any state, unit of
local government. or any person or cluss
of peraans challenging & federal project,

-~in the unit of loca} government’s ..

progrem, or other activity thet may
affect farmland. Neither the Act nor this
tule, therefore, shall ford any basis for
such an action.

§850.4 Quidelings for uss of criteris.

As atated above and os provided in
the Acl each federal agency shall use
the cntenagrmvuled in § 858.5 to .
{denlify and take into account the
adverse effects of federal programs on
the pretection of farmland, The agencies
are to conslder alternative actions, sa
appropriate, that could leseen such
adverse effects, and assure that such
federa! programs, to the extent
practicable. are comtipatible with atate,
unit of local government and private
programg and policies to protesy
farmland. The following are guidelines
to aesigt the agencies in these tasks:

(a) An agency should firet make 8
request-to SCS on'Form AD 1008, the
Farmland Conversion Impact Reting
Form, available et 5CS offices. for
determination of whether the site in
farmland subject to the Act. If nejther
the entire gite nor any part of it are
subject lo the Agt, then the Ast will not
apply and 5CS will s0 notify the agency.
If the sise je derermined by 5C5 to be
subject to the Act, then 5C5 will
Jneasure the relstive valye of the site as
farmiand on e acale of @ to 100
according to the informalion sources
listed in § 656.5(a). 5CS will respond to
these reguests within 45 calendar daye
of their reccisn. In the event that SC$
feils to complete its response within the
45-day period, If further delay would
interfere with tohathustion activitizs, the
agency should proceed as though the
ife were not farmiand.

{b) The Form AD 1006, returned to the
agency by 8CS will also include the
following incidental infarmation: The
tora! amount af farmable Jand [the land

Juriadiction-that is cepable of preducing
the commenly grown crop): the '
percentage of the jurisdiction that is
farmlend covered by the Act; the
percentage of farmland in the
jurisdiction that the project would
convert: end the perceniage of farmland
in the Jocal government's jurisdiclion
with the came or bigher relative value
then the land thet the project would
convert. These giatistics will not be part
of the crilerin seoring procass, but are
intended simply to furnish sdditional
background information to federal
agencles fo aid them in considering the
effects of their projects on farmland.

{c] Aftet the agenty receives from

the zcore of A site's relstive value

o9 deecribed in § 855.4(a) and then
spplies the slts assessment criteria
whish are set forth in § 8585 (b} and {=),

—consid

27728

" the agency will assign to the site 8

combined score of up o 260 paints,
composed of up to 100 points for reletive
value 4nd up to 160 pointe for the site
asseasment. With this score the agency
wili be able to identify the effee: of ite
programs on fermland, and make a

- determination as to the suitebility of the

site for protection as farmland. Once
this acore is compuoted, USDA
recommends: . .

{1) Slies with the highes: combined
scoren be regarded ae most suitable for
protection under these criteria and sitea
with the lowent scores, as least suitable.

{2) Bitep rerelving a total score of less
then 160 b+ given a minimal leval of

o4
addiﬁomevamted.
{3) Sites receiving scares fotaling 160
or more ba given increagingly higher

ecares totaling 180 or more, agency
peraonnel consider:

(1) Use of land thet is not farmland or
uee of existing structures:

{#) Alternative aitea, locations and

'dulsm that wouyld perve the proposed

purpose bui convert either fewer acres
of farmland or other farmiand that has @
wer relative value:

{ili] Special siting requirements of the
Pproposed project end the extent to
whith an alternative site fails 1o satisfy
the special siting requirements as well
as the originally sslected wite.

{d) Federai agencies may elect to
sesign the site assesameni criteria
reletive weightings other than those
shown in § 8585 [b) and {c}. If an sgency
elects to do po, USDA recommends that
the agency adopt ite shernative
weiphting eystem (1) theeugh rulemaking
in conanltation with USDA. and [2) ss a

" system to be uped uniformly throughout

the agency. USDA resommends 1hat the
weightings stated in § 656.5 (b) snd [¢)

Zj used antil an agency lesues & finsl

8_ ..

fe) It i« advisable that evaluations end
enelyses of prospsctive farmland -
;]onversion lmpmbz }:e m:l: earl% lnithe .

snning process before a site or dedign
is eelected, and that, where possible.
agencies make the FPPA evaluations
pert of the National Envirenmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process. Under the
sgoncy's own NEPA regulations, some
eategories of niectl may be excluded
from NEPA which miay atill be covered
under the FPPA. Section 1540(c}{¢) of the'
Act exempta projects that were bayond
the planning stags and were in sither the
active design or construction glate on
the sffective date of the Act. Section
1547{b)} exempts nequisition or use of

ng-—- ——

levels of muid%ﬁtm!g_mmz@;
{1 WEen W4 ecistons on : .
proposed actions for siles receiving
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United States Natural 200 North Righ Street
Department of Resources Room 522 _
Agriculture Conservation Columbus, Ohio 43215
Service
February 22, 2000
RECEIVED
Mr. William Hegge :
Darby Creek Watershed Project Manager FEB 2 5 2000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service US. Fish & Wilaure Serice
6550-H Americana Parkway Reynoldsburg, Ohio

Reynoldsburg, Ohio 43068

Dear Mr. Hcggé,

Enclosed is 7 CFR, Part 658, of the Federal Register that describes the Farmland Protecrion Policy
Act (FPPA) which the Namral Resocurces Conservation Service (NRCS) administars. This act allows
NRCS to review proposed conversions of farmland o nonfarm uses by Federal agencies and
determine the impacts.

You have asked if the proposed Lirtle Darby Narional Wildlife Refuge would fall within the scope of
the FPPA program. Section 658.3(a) discusses the applicabiliry of the program and states “the
purpose of the Act is 10 minimize the extent to which Federal programs contribure to the unnecessary
and irreversible conversion of farmland 10 nonagricultural uses.” Your program proposes 10 convert
farmland to wildlife uses by modification to the existing vegetation or removal of artificial drainage
to develop wetlands on hydric soils. This does not constirute an “irreversible change of farmland.”
Therefore, we do not feel that the FPPA program applies to your project.

You also expressed interest in the number of FPPA requests thar we receive each year and what
agencies had submitted the proposals. During FY-99, our field offices processed 115 requests on
approximately 20,000 acres. Of these acres, approximatsly 3,400 acres of important and unique
farmland were converted 10 irreversible change. The apencies requesting these evaluations included
NRCS, Federal Aviation Authority, Rural Development, Farm Service. Agency, Environmental
Protection Agency, Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of Transporation, Bureau of Land
Management, and Housing and Urban Development.

T'hope this information answers Some of your questions. If you have further questions, fléase
contact Jon Warner, Assistant State Conservarionist for Programs, ar 614-255-2474,

State Conservanonist
Enclosure

cel
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{f) “Site” means the location{s) that
would be converted by the proposed
action(a). )

(8] "'Unit of local government"” means
the government of a eounty,
municipality. town. township, village, or
other unit of general government below
the state level, or a combination of units

_of local government ecting through an
areawide agency under g piste law or an
agreement f{or the formulation of
rzlegional developmen policies and
plans. :

§656.3 Applicabiliity and exemptions.

(a) Section 1540(b) of the Act, 7 U.S.C,
4201(b). s1ates that the purpose of the
Artis to minimize tha axtent to which
fedeys! programs coniribute 1o the '
unnecessary and irreversible conversion
of Jarmland 1 nonagricultural waes.
Conversion of farmland to
nonagrcultural uses does not include
the construction of on-farm structures
necessary for farm operations. Federa)
agencies cen obtain assistance from
USDA in determining whether a
proposed location or gite meets the Act's
definition of farmland. The USDA Soil
Congervatian Service (SCS) field office
serving the area will provide the
asgistance. Many stale or local
government planning offices can also
provide this assistance. :

. (b) Acquisition ar use of farmland by
a federa) agency for national defense
purposes ia exempted by section 1547(b)
of the Act, 7 U.5.C. 4208(h).

(¢) The Acl and these regulstions do
nol guthorize the Federal Government in
any way to regulate the uas of private or
nonfedera! land. or in any way affect the
propetty tights of owners of such land.
The Ac! and these regulztions do not
provide suthority for the withhelding of
federa! essistance to conver! farmland
to nonagricultural nsex. In cases where
either a privale_party.or a nonfederal
unit ef government applies lor federa!
assisiance to-convert farmland to g
nonagricultura) use, the federal agency
should use the criteria ge! forth in this
pari to identify and take into account
eny adverse effects on farmland of the
assistance requested and develop
ehernative actiona that could aveid or
mitigate such adverse effects. I, afier
consideration of the adverse effects and
suggested alternatives, the applicant
wasnts to proceed with the conversion,
the federal agency may not, on the basis
of the Acl or these regulations, refuse to
provide the requested assistance,

(d) Secrionr 1548, 7 11.5.C. 4208, states
that the Act shall not be deemed to
provide a baais for any action. either
legal or equitable, by any state, unit of
local government. or any person nr ¢luss
of peraans challenging a federal project,

proegram, or other activity thet may
affect farmland. Nelther the Act nor this
rule, thereflore, shall eford any basis for
such an action.

§ 8504 Quldelings Tor uss of Criteris

As itared above and ap provided in
the Act each federal agency shall use
the mtenaruvﬂed in § 858.5 to .
{denlify and take into account the
adverse effects of federal programs on
the protection of farmiand. The agencies
are to consider alternative actions, a2
apprepriete, that could legeen such
adverse efTects, and assure that such
federal programs, to the extent
practicabie. are camipatible with atate,
unit of loca] government and private

— programEend policies toprotect
" farmlend. the following are guidelines
{o assict the agenciee in these tasks:

{a) An agency should firgt make 8
request-to SC5 on Form AD 1008, the
Farmlend Conversion Impact Reting
Form. evailable at SCS offices. for
determination of whether the site is
farmland subject to the Act. If nejther
the entire gite nor any part of it are
subject lo the Act, then the Azt will not
apply and 5C5 will 30 notify the agency.
If the giwe ie determined by 5CS to be
aubject to the Act, then SCE will
seasure the relative value of the tite as
farmiand on e acale of 0 to 200
according to the information sources
listed In § 658.5(a). 5CS will respond to
these requestp within 45 calendar dayas
of their receipt. In the event that SCS
fails to complete its response within the
45-day period, if further delay would
interfere with tonstruction activities, the
agency should proceed as thpugh the
aile were not farmland.

(b) The Form AD 1008. returned to the
egency by 8CS will alco include the
following incidental infarmation: The
to1a} amount of farmable land [the land

«.dn the unit of local government's .
jurizdiction-that is capable of producing
the commaorly grown crop): the '
percentage of the jurisdiction that is
farmland covered by the Act; the
percentage of fannland in the
jurisdiction that the project would
convert: and the parceniege of farmland
in the Jocal government's jurisdiction
with the same or higher relative value
than the land thet the project would
convert. These siatistics will not be part
of the crilerin storing progess, but ars
intended simply to furnish sdd)ljona)
background information to federal
egencies ta aid them in coneldering the
effects of thair projects on farmlend.

{c) Afiet the agency receives from

the ncore of A gite’s relstive value
ot described in § 655.4(a) and then
applies the aite ansessmeni criteria
whish are set forth ixt § 8585 (b) and {e),

—tonsid

" system to be uped uniformly throughout

27728

" the agency will assign to the aite a

combined score of up lo 260 points,
camposed of up to 100 points for reletive
value énd up to 180 paints for the site
aeseasment. With this scors the agency
will be able 1o identify the effect of its
programs on farmland, and make &

- determination as o the puitability of the

uite for protection as farmiland. Once
thin score is computed, USDA
recommends: . )

f1) Slies with the highest combined
scores be regarded as most suitable for
protection under these criteria and sitea
with the lowest scores, s least pultable.

{2) Sitep-rezeiving a total score of less
then 160 be given a minima) leval of

consideration-forprotectiop-and-ne- — - ——

adgitionsl sites be evahsated.

{8) Sites receiving scores fotaling 180
of more ba given increagingly higher

levels of m’“%!n_rmk@;
—={1) VWhen 7z ecisions on : -
propossd actions for siles receiving

acores totaling 180 or more, agency
personnel consider:

{f) Use of land thet is not farmland or
use of exiating atructures:

{fi) Ahernative aitea, locaticns and

-duism that would perve the proposed

purpose bat convert either fewer acres
of farmliand or other farmland that hae @
lower relative value:

{iii] Special siting requirements of the
proposed project end the extent to
whith en alternative eite fails 1o satisty
the special siting requirements as well
ae the originally selected pite.

{d) Federal agencies may elect to
sssign the site assesament criteria
reletive weightings other than those
shown in § 6585 [b) and {c}. If an sgency
elects to do po, USDA recommends that
the ageney adopt ite altemnetive
weiphting eystem (1) threugh rulemaking
in conaunltetion with USDA. and [2) se a
the agency. USDA resommends that the ~
weightings stated in § 85€.5 (b) and [c)

Ej used ahtil in agancy ispues a final

8,_ ..

fe) It ie advisable that evaluatiepe end
enalyses of prospeciive farmland -
conversion impacty be made early in the |
planning process before a site or design
is selected, and that, where possible,
agencise make the FPPA evaluations
part of the Nationa) Environmental
Policy Act {NEPA) procees. Under the
sgoncy's own NEPA regulétions. seme
eategories of rﬂiem may be excluded
from NEPA which may still be covered
under the FPPA. Section 1540({c}{¢) of the'
Act exempts projects that were beyond
the planning siage end were in either the
active design or constructionp §iate on
the sffective date of the Act. Section
1647(b) exempts acquisition or use of



